
December 3.2002 

Via  H a n d  Delivery 

Marlcnc H .  Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
c,o Vistronix, Inc. 
236  Massachiisells Avcnue, N.E.  
Suilc 1 I O  
Washington, 1)C 20002 

Re: Application Of 
EchoStar Communications Corporation, 
General Motors Corporation, And Hughes 
Electronics Corporation F o r  Consent F o r  
A Proposed Transfer Of Control; 
CS Docket No. 01-348 

Dear Ms .  Dortch: 

On bchalf of our clicnl, Ihc National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative, please 
incorporate the attached Opposirioll into the record of the above referenced proceeding.' In 
accordance with 47 C.F.R. 4 I .5l(a)( I )  of the Commission's Rules, an original and six copies are 
submitted. The attached correspondence has been served on all parties to the proceedings in  
accoi.dance \\it11 37 C K K .  4 1 .21 1 ofthe Commission's Rules. 

N s o  cncloscd is a n  additional copy of the correspondence which we ask you to date 
smiip and retuin with our messenger. Should yoti have any questions or require any additional 
inlot~malioii, ~plc'ax feel frec IO contact t h e  undersigied. 

Sincerely, 

ck Richards 
+,,>, .,! ., :<?,',.: 
I .;:;i ' ; , . , : . ) :A :  . ,  .> i _ , ~  > . & '  

. ., cc: The Honorable Richard Sippcl. Presiding Ofticer . .~ ~ ~ ~. 



In The Matter Of 
Application Of 

BEFORE THE 
FEDERAL COMMUNlCATlONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC DEC - 3 2go2 

EchoStar Communications Corporation, ) CS Docket No. 01-348 
General Votors Corporation, 4 n d  Hughes ) 
Electronics Corporation ) 
For Consent For 4 Proposed Transfer ) 
Of Control ) 

To: The Honorahle Richard Sippel, Presiding Officer. 

OPPOSITION OF THE 
NATION 4L RURAI.  TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE 

Thc National Rural Tclcconimtin~cations Cooperalike (NRTC), by its attorneys, hereby 

subinits h i s  Opposition to the Request by EchoStar Communications Corporation (Echostar), 

Gcncral Motors Corporation, and Hughes Elcctronics Corporation (DIRECTV) (collectively, the 

Applicants) to Certi ry Questioii as to Whcthcr Hearing Should Be Held (Hewing Cevlijcnlion).' 

The Herrrir/g Cer/$cdim uas submitted in response to the Commission's Hearing 

Dcsignation O d c r  (HDO).' [ n  the HDO, the Commission tentatively concluded that the 

proposed transter of control (the Application) of the Applicants' satellite, earth station and other 

related authorizations to New EchoStar (the Merger)' was not in the public interest. The 



.Application \~ i i s  designated for administrative hearing (Hearing) in light of the many factual 

issues prescntcd. 

Sincc submitting the Hewing Cei-lrjirarion, the Applicants filed an amendment to their 

.Applicalioii. a V\.loIion to Delete and Clarify Issues, and a Petition for Suspension of Hearing.' 

The Applicants seek action 011 theii / f c w r i q  Cwirfictrziotr "only it'the Commission decides nor 

to suspend llic hcaring 01';  liaiiiig suspended it. restarts the hearing process."' In a sense, the 

Applican~s scck lo Iiave rhe besl ofboth worlds: they ask the Presiding Officer to certify that a 

hearing is not nccessary on the original Application, yet at the same time they amend the original 

Application [ti II futile attempt to cure obvious dcfecls and avoid a hearing on the amended 

,Applicalion as well. 

To the extent the Commission decides not to suspend the hearing or, having suspended it, 

restarts the hearing process, NRTC urgcs thc Presiding Officer to promptly deny the Hearing 

Cerri jco/ioi/." I t  is devoid of' any factual support and contradicted by the Commission's express 

lindings in Ihc HDO. 

Coopei~Jliue. l i i  rhc A ~ l i i / r ~ , r  o/ Ei.lroSln1. C ~ ~ I J I I I I ~ ~ I I I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ I I I . ~  Corpoi.rirron. Gcnerol Muton Corporniion iind Hughes 
E/ tw i~o i i i ( , \  ('oipoi.niiuii. CS Docker No. 01 -34X (filed April 4. 2002) (NRTC Reply); Petition to Deny of the  
Natlona I Association o f  Broadcasteis, Iii rlic Alatiiv 01 L;choS/irr Coii i i i i i i i i ic~i~ioi is Coipunrnon Genera/ Motor,\ 
Coipoi.iilioii i i d  Hiighe\ Elc,cii.(iiiic,~ Coipiwcilioti, C S  Docket No.  01 -348 (filed February 4, 2002) ( N A B  Perition); 
Pention to Deny of' Pegasus Comnmunications Cotporation, I n  ihr  blotter oJEclioStur Coiiimimiciitioirs Corporalion, 
( h c w i l  iiloior.\ Corpimilioii uiid /Iugh(,s C/wii.onics Corpoi.aIioii, CS Docket No. 01-348 (tiled Februaly 4, 2002) 
( P e j i i i ~ ! , , ~  Pvl i i ioi i)  

' Pelilioii For Susp?nsioim ol'llearitmp. Geii?ral Motors C'orporation and  Hughes Electronics Corporation and 
LchuStai Conitiiiitmicariona ('niporation. CS Ihckct  No. 01-348 (tiled Uovember 21, 2002); Amendment to 
Consolidated Application For Aulhori ly in 'I'iansfer Control. General Motors Corporation and Hughes Electronics 
Cotporation and EchoSrai Commimicatioims Corporalion, CS Docket No. 01-348 (tiledNovember 27, 2002); and 
Mouon tn Delete and  Clarify Issues. Genet-al Motors Coiporation and Hughes Electronics Corporation and EchoStar 

l i l i t ips 111 due coiirse 

' Heiii-iiiji Ccvri/icu/ioii, p. 2. 
'' Plcddlngs challenging tllc Ljalidily o f a  Ilearing Ilesignalion Order arc generally unauthorlzed and typically 
dlsn1isst.d as such. Ser Older. 1ii I-e F ~ I I I I ~ I '  Bi.nudcu.\iing, lnc , I 6  FCC Rcd. 12,801, n. 3 (2001); and Memorandum 
0p111inii and Order. lii i 'c ,Applic,irioii.v u/ IYMOR-TV. I n c  . 6 FCC Rcd. 4878, 1; (1991). 

Conummtcations Cotyolalion, CS Docket No.  01-348 (filed November 27, 2002). NRTC will respond to these 
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I n  thc tIDO. thc Coininisston exhaustl\~rly reviewed [he voluminous record i n  illis 

proceedins and found that many of the Applicants' promised benefits -- local-into-local, 

nationwide pricing, broadbaiid deployment -- \ e r e  inadequately supported by the Applicants' 

data; wcre ino1 inicrgcr-specific; ucre achievable through m a n s  other than creation o f  a 

monopoly: oi' wcrd otheru ise not recognixd d e r  the Commission's public interest slandard.' 

Thc  Commission found that scrioiis questions remained as to whether the proposed merger of the 

nation's only t \vo Direct Broadcast Satellite (DEE) licensees "would do significant and 

irrcvcrsible damage to competition i n  several markets wjithout sufficient offsetting and 

cognizable public interest benefits.'-x 

1. 0 PPOSlT ION 

The Applicants' Keliancc On The AT&T/Comcast Proceeding Is 
Inappropriate. 

A. 

I .  As a basis for arguing that the Hearing is not necessary, the Applicants claim that the 

Commission's rejection o f  hcir  Mcrgcr is -'inconsistent with the Commission's wholehearted 

acccptancc of much weaker claims in the case of AT&T/Comcast."' In making this claim, 

ho\\cvei.. the Applicants' coinplt.kl! disregard \&hat the head of the Commission's Merger 

Ke\ic\v Team correctl: characterized as the "vastly different" nature of these two distinct 

transactio 11 s . I" 
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2 .  A s  tlic Coiiimisaion nored, Lhcrc are virtually no franchise overlaps or cable system 

overbuilds between AT&T and Comcast." Neither competes against the other in either the 

niulticlianiiel video prograinniing distributor (MVPD) or residential high-speed hternet 

markets." As a result, following the AT&T/Comcasi merger, consumers will continue to be able 

to choose betwcen a cable company, DIRECTV and EchoStar.I3 

3 .  0 1 1  the othri. hand. EctioSt;ii.'s and D I R E I - V ' s  service lerritories completely ovcrlap. 

They compete not only nationwidc but i n  virtually every local market in the country. As the 

C'oiiinii4oii ibund. the Applicants' proposed Merger would have rcduced the number of 

cutnpetilors fi-om thl-cc to two or rrom two I O  one, depending on whether the consumer had 

access to cahlc scrvice. 

4. So Nhi le  the merger of AT&T and Comcast merely changes control of the only cable 

platform i n  an area, the Merger of EchoStar and Hughes would completely elimiriute one of two 

thriving competitors." This glaring distinction between the two mergers is unaddressed by the 

App I i can ts i t i  their Heoring C 'ert$uitim. 

5. Furthermore. the Commission's decision i n  the ATcGTOrder was contingent upon onc 

easily verifiable and enforceable condition --  AT&T's divestiture of its interest in  Time Warner 

I '  Memoraildurn Opiiiioii i11d Order. 111 ( / i t  i i i i i ~ i e i  ~ i ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ l i i ~ ~ t ~ i ~ i ~ i ~  {br Coi~st'nl lo ihr Trans/er o/Cinlrrol o/Licen.se.s 
/, o,,i C ' o ~ ~ ~ i . o ~ i  (Oi, i , i~(i i roo ouii .-I T&T [ ' o i i ~  . Tiriiis/.lo.oi..s. io -1I'&T Cointu.\l C(iip(iritlioii. Ti-un~f&x?, FCC 02-31 0, 
rc1.3~ 11. 218 (~.clcased Noreiiibcr 11, 2007) ( . . ~ 7 X 7 ' 0 i ~ d c v ) .  Although ATSrT disclosed some overbuilds with respect 
IO II,, i i~,ri~co~isulidared systems, 111 only h u r  i i i s r a i i c ~ s  -- rcflccting approximately 700 homes passed -- did the 
sys~cm dircclly c o m p c k  with Coincasl. 

I' / , I .  7149. The Commission also dderniined that A ' I & ~ l ~  and Coincart did not compete with each other in the 
p ~ o v i a ~ o n  of lntcrai i ive l~elcvisioii Services. /(I. 1163. 
' . ' /d.791. 
14 Such a drastic ircduction iii the nunibel of competitors and coiicomitant increase in concentration created a "strong 
prcsumprioii ol'signiticanr dnticompctitive effects." / /DO, 799. The Department ofJustice (DOJ) and twenty three 
s t a t t s  rcaclisd an iiicnrical conclusion, statiiig that thc anti-trust case u'as fi led "to prevent a merger that would leave 
iiiillions ofcoi isunieis facing a moiiiipoly and le115 of niillions of consumers facing a duopoly. The nierger would 
el i i i i i i ia[e rhc visornus compelilion betwecii Eclioslar and DirecTV that has brought consumers lower prices and 
het ier  p~.oducts '- DO./ h~:/. p. 2 
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Enlcrlainmeiit. To tlic contrary, the Applicants‘ proposed Mergcr was contingent on a number of 

unacceptable, tinenrorccable and vague promises, including a promise to establish national 

pricing for  \ideo services. a proniise to offer national pricing for “basic” broadband services, and 

a promise to providc local-into-local service in all 210 DMAs. Yet the Applicants never 

provided any degree ordeiail as to how, when or even whether these promises could be 

inipleniented or cnforccd. The sheer magnitude and difficulty of relying on such promises was 

not lost on the Coniniission, Lvhich concluded that i t  would be ‘-costly and difficult for the 

Coinmission to perlbmi such monitoring and enforcement, and i t  is unclear how effective its 

enforcement efforts would. or could. be.”” 

6. In light of the Applicants’ multiple promises o f  future behavior, the Commission 

expressed deep concerti regarding tc l ioStar’s past conduct with the Commission. Because 

EchoStar often exhibilcd “rcsistancc t o  taking steps to serve the public interest that do not also 

serve the company’s \‘ieu, of its o\vi i  private economic intcrcst,” the Commission concltided that 

“past conduct uill bc takcn inw account in assessing the likelihood that potential beneficial 

conduct uill occur i n  the absence of private econoniic incentives.”16 This factor, too, was 

understandably troubling to tlic Commission and absent from the AT&T/Comcast merger. 

B. 

7. Dcspiw the Applicants‘ iiicrediblc claims to the contrary, in designating the 

Application Tor hearing the Commission did not misapply its policy ofpromoting the interests of 

The  HDO Fully Promotes The  Interests of R u r a l  Consumers. 



rural consumers.? Thc Commission’s decision to reject the Merger was based in  large part on 

\ \e l l  documented conccnts regarding the adverse impact on rural consumers. 

8. KRTC and others graphically and coiivincingly demonstrated that the proposed 

Merger would have staggering consequcnces for consumers in  rural areas. NRTC’s own expert 

economist, Dr. Paul MacAvoy, demonsiratcd that consumer welfare losses stemming from the 

Mcrger would he as much as $700 million each year based solely on EchoStar’s and DIRECTV’s 

cui-i’enl DBS subscribci.~. Not coincidentally, other cxpcrt economists reached similar 

coiiclusiotis regarding the suhstantial harm lo c o i i ~ u m e r ~  that would be caused by the Merger.’x 

9 .  Far froin depriving rural consumers o l  the Applicants’ promised b e n c h ,  the 

C‘oinmission’s rejection o t the  proposed Met-yer cnsures that rural consumers will continue to 

reap the benetiLs of conipclirive M V P D  and broadband markcts -- rather than suffer the 

coilsequences of a ntonopoly provider.”’ 

C. A Hearing I s  Necessary To Resolve A Number Of Factual Issues That 
Remain In Dispute. 

10. Throughout t h i s  proceeding, the Applicants failed to provide meaningful or 

substantivc details rcgardins their promises of national pricing, local-into-local and “basic” 

broadband scrvicc. Although they had ample opportunity, the Applicants never fully described, 

for example, how national pricing would he established or enforced; when all local channels 

Hcoi.iii,q Cc,, i i f i c  t i l ioii. p. 2 I 

.i<,,. I)cclai~auoii 0 1  J .  (iiegoiy Sidak. pp 28-30 (l i icludcd as Appeiidix B to the N A B  PeRrroii) (coiicludmg that the 

1 -  

I X  

loss of coiisii i i ir i. ue lh rc  as a i esu l~  ol’ihe Meiger would be more than $3 billion over five years); Affidavit of 
Daniel L.  Rubi~ifeld. pp. 13-1 5 ,  n. 50 (includcd as Ariachmeiit A to the Prgrzsus Pemion) (predlcriny consumer 
losses iii the neighborltood of3600 m~l l~o i i  for ne\\ subscribers alone). 

Scv “ . , y ,  HDO. Separate Statemeni ofCoinniisiioner Michael J .  COQQS, who concluded that “the future o f  rural 
.America must n e w  he subject ro a roll o t  the dice froni the Commission because a few believe that someliow such 
a i l  wlprecedcnred comhiiiation oic11mmercial pouer %‘i l l  be dedicated to rural development. That  is playing fast and 
loose wi th  too many Americans wliose Fwure I S  challenging enouyh without our foistlng upon them a monopoly that 
c d d  furllicr erode tlielr well-being and independcilce.” 

1 .) 
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would be made available in all 21 0 DMAs; and what constituted “basic”broadband service 

Whilc the list goes on, the queslions remain unanswered.’” 

1 I .  Follouing more than one year of debate at the Commission, the Applicants assert that 

virtually all of the key facts regarding the proposed Merger are now somehow “undisputed” and 

“militate for grant ofthe merger application without a hearing.”” As the Commission recognized 

i n  its HDO, howeLer, many t’dctttal issties remain in sharp dispute, including, for instance, the 

scope and nature of the producl and gcographic niarkets; the effect of  the Merger on price, 

qualily atid innovation; the tiniclincss and likelihood of entry by potential competitors; and the 

critical isstic of the number of honies across the country that are not passed by cable and will 

have no choice i n  provider if the Mcrgcr is approvcd. The Applicants simply gloss over these 

questions by asscrting that their views on a number of issues - -  broadband, local-into-local, 

competitive effects -- have either heen overlooked or niisinterpreted by the Commission 

12. I t  is clear lruni the exleiisiw record in this proceeding that none of the Applicants’ 

claims has bcen “oicrlookcd” by lhc Commission. Nor has the Commission “misapplied’ its 

policies. I f  anything, the Commission has generously allowed the Applicants to pursue the 

fact~tal issLies further at a Hcaring rather than ruling summarily against the Applicants based on 

extensive document re\iew and technical analysis thar are part of the record. Since the 

Commission has taken the position that il cannot reject the proposed Merger outright at this 

point, a fill1 evidentiary Hearing is thc only option available if the Applicants insist on 

prosecuting their Application 

3 1’1w Commiis io i~ nolcd hill despite 115 cl.lOris to -‘ohlain additlonnl inlormation and data from the Applicants in 
support ot t l ~ e i r  C ~ X I I I ~ ,  seiious quesr~ons r m d i n  as IO whclher the pioposcd tralmctlon would do significant and 
iriewrsihle daniagc I O  comprl i t lon iii SFVCI~OI  marke~s n’ilhout sul’ticlenr oftreiting and cog~~i rab le  public interest 
bcncl i rs . ”  HOO. 11287. 
‘I Hw~. i , i g  Cwri/i i ,o/ioi~, p I .  
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D. The Applicants’ Self-Imposed Deadline Does Not Justify Expedited Action 
By The Commission. 

13. The DO1 and 23 Statc Attorncys General already have pointcd out that the 

.4pplicants’ recent efforts to prcss their proposed Merger appear to have nothing to do with the 

Merger itself and everything to do with the $600 million break-up fee.” The Hewing 

Cc.r.r[/ic;uriou is only the latest in  what DOJ characterized as an elaborate “kabuki dance‘”’ 

designed to gain a hetter defensive posture in subsequent litigation surrounding the $600 million 

fee. 

14. I’he Applicants’ request for expedited action is based entirely on their own self- 

imposed contract deadline." 4s D0.I and the States noted, however, the Applicants’ “self- 

created dcadlinc can bc changed with the stroke o f a  pen.’”’ Their unwillingness to change the 

deadline as a business inatler provides no lcgilimatc basis for the expedited and cxtraordinarq 

relief they seek in the Heciring Cerl(ficcilion. 

15. The Applicants’ new-found sensc of urgency reflects yet another change in their 

position rcgarding thc speed and timing of this proceeding. At the outset, the Applicants 

rcqticstcd cxpcditcd trcatnicnt of thcir Appl~cation.’~ But on the due date for their production of 

documents to the Commission, thc Applicants failed to produce the required materials and 

1 ,  

- -  Memorandurn 111 Support Of Plaintif l i ’  Mot ion For Scheduling Order, UiiitedSlutes uf dmeriorr, et al. v. EchoSlar 
( - i , i i , i i i i i i i i ( , i i i i i i i i , i  Cf>ipo,.ofwli, ( 2 1  111 ~ C iv i l  No. I:O2CVO2 138, p.  4 ( D .  D.C., filed October 31, 2002) (DOJ Brief). 
?’ /<I. 
” l l ~ ’ i l ~ ~ l i l & ’  ~ ~ l ~ f l / l l ~ l l l l i ~ l l .  pp. 2-3. 
’’ D O /  8i~ic.l. p. >. The \pplicanrs recenlly agreed lo the extension of other deadlines contained in the same 
c o n l i s c r ~  ,SLW I.ctter l i 1 m  Panlelih M i c h a l u p d o s .  Counscl to EclloStar Con~mun~cations CIorporation, and Gary M. 
Epslrln. Counscl f c i I  Gencral Motoi~s Coiporation and Hughes Electronlcs Corporation, to Varlene Dortch, 
Sccrziai~y, I’edeiul Conrmu~licat~ons Comnussi<m. dated October I S ,  2002. 
? < 3  , A p ~ i I i ~ ~ i i i i o ~ ~ ,  p. 2. 



instead requested an extension of the discovery period.” The Comrn.ission admonished the 

Applicants Cor Lhcir failure Lo meet the deadline and stopped the Merger Review Clock for 138 

days whilc the Applicants continued to procrastinate.’s 

16. 1-he 110.1 and the States also took note of”the slow pace at which [requcsted 

informa~ion] was produced“ by the Applicants.”’ They caialogued a litany of “desultory” 

bcha\ ior by the Applicants. For example, the Applicants received a standard statutory “second 

~ r c q u c ~ t ”  tiir informalion and documents 011 December 17. 2001. The average recipient of such a 

sccond request i n  2001 - 2002 took 54 days to comply. The Applicants, however, took 308 days 

to comply -- wailing until one week after the Commission’s denial of the Merger (October 25. 

2002). In fact, after 54 days had passed, the Applicants had produced only 10 of an eventual 

1,600 boxes of documcnts. During this same 54 day period, EchoStar produced none.” 

17. Onl! eight weeks ago. tlic Applicants again attempted to slow the Commission‘s 

decision. ‘fhey urged lhc Commission to “await completion of DOJ’s fact-gathering and 

ncgoliations with the parties, and similar discussions between the parties and the Commission 

prioi- to iicting in  this proceeding.”” 

18. Now --  suddenly --  Ihc Applicants changc course again and urge the Commission to 

expedite its review of the Hewing C’er//$cuiion solely to protect themselves from their own self- 

,Ser Letter from Pantelis Michalopoulos. Counsel to EchoStar Communications Corporation, and Gary M. Epstein, ? i  

Counsel hi General Motors Corporation and I lughes Elecrronics Corporation, to hilr. William F. Caton, Secretary, 
Federal (‘ommuiiications Conmussion, datccl March 5: 2002. 
’*.Si,(, I.et~er l iom W. Kenneth Ferree, Chief. Cable Services Bureau to Pantelis Michalopoulos, Counsel to EchoStar 
CoiiitnunicaLioiis Corporation, and Gary M. Epstein, Counsel for General Motors Corporation and Hughes 
t l c i r i o n i c ~  Coipoiarion. darcd March 7. 2002. 

DOJ Bi.iej, n. I 2  ?,i 

:,, 

~: 1 

lrl. 11 7 
S w  Leltrr f i o i ~ i  Paiitcl is Michalopoulos. Counsel in EchoStar Conununications Colporatton, and Gary M. Epstein, 

Counscl for G m c r a l  Motors Corporxiori and Hughes Electronics Coiporatlon, to Chairman Mtchael K. Powell, 
Federal Conununicatlons Comnussioii, and \V. Kenneth Ferree. Chief, Media Bureau, dated October 7, 2002. 



imposed conlract deadline." For this reasoil alone, their self-serving request should be dismissed 

outright. 

11. CONCLUSION. 

I'he ,4pplicants' request for expedited handling of their Heuring Certificcirion is nothing 

more than a posturing tactic rclatcd solely to thcir contract. It does not justify any type of 

"expedited action" by the Presiding Officer or the Commission. An evidentiary Hearing remains 

necessary to resolve the many factual issues in dispute i n  the event the Hearing i s  not suspended. 

Steven T. Berman, Senior Vice President 
Business Affairs and General Counsel 

NATIONAL RURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
COOPERATIVE 
2121 Cooperative Way, Suite 500 
Herndon, VA 20171 

Stephen M. Ryan 
Stephen E. Coran 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
1501 M Street, NW, Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20005-1700 
(202) 463-4700 (202) 434-4210 

? Kevin ck Richards G. Rupy 
Keller and Heckman LLP 
1001 C Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

December 3,2002 

i- l k  Applicants' repeated "Flip-Flops" on issues o f  material iinporlance in this proceeding have been well 
ilocuinented. SCC NRTC Rep/\.. pp. 3-10, 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 3"' day orDecember, 2002, a true and correct copy ofthe 
torcgoing Opposition or the National Rural Tclecommunications Cooperative in the Matter of 
Application of EchoStar Communications Corporation, General Motors Colporation, and Hughes 
Electronics Corporation (CS Docket No.  01 -348), was submitted to the Federal Communications 
Commission via hand delivery arid hcsiniile and served via courier and First Class Mail upon the 
following: 

Served Via lacsimile and Courier: 
Tlic Honorable Richard Sippcl 
Presiding Ofticcr Cinnamon Mueller 
Federal Comnitinications Coniniission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Served Via First Class Mail: 
Christopher C. Cinnamon 

307 North Michigan Avenue, Suite 1020 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
Counsel for Americun Cuble Association 

Served Via Courier: 
Marlcnc H.  Dortch, Secretary 
Fcdcral Communications Coniniission 
Office of the Secretary 
c/o Vistronix, Inc. 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E. 
Suite I 10 
Washington, DC 20002 

Cliarlcs W. Kelley. Esiluire 
Chief, Invcsligations and Hearings Division 
Enforcement Bureau 
Federsl Communications Coniniission 
445 12th Strcet, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

James W. Olson, Esquire 
Howrey, Simon, Arnold &White, LLP 
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004-2402 
Counsel for Nutionul Associution of Broudcusters 

William D. Silva, Esquire 
Law Offices of William D. Silva 
5335 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W., #400 
Washington, D.C. 2001 5-20003 
Counsel for Word Neiwork 

Andrew S. Fishel 
Managing Dircctor 
Fcdcral Corntn tinications Coinmission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Served Via First Class Mail: 
Ar thu r  V .  Belendiuk, Esquire 

5028 Wisconsin Avcntie, N . W .  
S~ii te  301 
Washington, D.C. 20016 
(bitriscl fiw Joliiisoii Rroudcusling. rnc. 

Debbie Goldman, Esquire 
Communications Workers of America 
501 Third Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Counselfor Communications Workers of Americu 

Mark A. Balkin, Esquire 
Hardy, Carey & Chautin 

Metaire, LA 70005 
Counsel for  Cnrolina Chrisiiun Television. Itic. 

Smith Wick & Belendiuk, P.C. I I O  Veterans Boulevard #300 



Served Via First Class Mail: 
Kciiial Kaua, Esquire 
O'Melveny & Myers LLP 
I650 Tysons Boulevard 
McLcaii, Virginia 22102 
('ounsel for Northpoirri T e c h i / o l o ~ ~ ,  Lid. 

Pati-ick J .  Grant, Esquire 
Arnold & Porter 
555 Twelfth Street, N.W. 
Washinyton. D.C. 2001 5-3000 
C'outlsd for I - ' ~ ~ u . Y u . Y  C O I ~ I ~ I ~ I I ~ C L I ~ I O I I S  
C ' O ~ ~ O l ~ U / ~ O l l  

Peter Tannenwald, Esquire 
Irwin, Campbell & Tanncnwald, P.C. 
1730 Rhode Island Avenuc, N . W . ,  #200 
Wnshington, D.C. 20036-3101 
Chrinsel,for FuIni!)' S/uiioi~s, lnc. u i r r l  Norlh 
Potrfic. l n /e r~ ru / Io~ iu l  Televrsion, /nc. 
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